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INTRODUCTION 


This  is  an  evaluation  of  one  particular  segment  of  Montana's  future  highway  needs.    It  is,  however, 
a  most  important  segment  considering  our  "highway  official's"  task  of  providing  adequate  service  to  the 
traveling  public  throxighout  the  vast  and  bountiful  State  of  Montana. 

The  subject  of  evaluation  is  the  existing  network  of  highways  commonly  known  as  the  Primary  System. 
Specifically,  it  is  all  streets  and  roads  now  designated  as  Federal  Aid  Primary  routes  excepting  the 
sections  that  are  eliminated  by  the  Interstate  System, 


Studies  and  experience  over  the  years  reflect  that 
ed.  They  serve  over  90  percent  of  the  urban  population 
vals.    They  serve  the  major  interstate  and  intrastate 
traffic  movements    not  served    by  the  new  Interstate 
Routes . 

The  Primary  Highway  network  consists  of  A,67*i 
miles  of  rural  roads  and  187  miles  of  urban  streets. 
Approximately  one-third  of  these  miles  are  providing 
substantially  less  than  adequate  service  according  to 
a  recent  detailed  review  on  the  basis  of  sufficiency 
ratings.  The  situation  is  evidenced  on  the  1965  suf- 
ficiency rating  map. 

The    purpose  of    this  study  is  to  establish  the 
construction    and    improvement  expenditures    that  are 
necessary  to  bring  the  existing  primary  mileage  up  to 
approved  standards  according  to  a  section  by  section 
appraisal  of  adequacy  and  related  estimates    of  cost. 

GENERAL  PROCEDURES 

Sufficiency  Ratings 

All  primary  highway  mileage,  except  coincident 
Interstate  mileage,  was  appraised,  section  by  sec- 
tion, to  determine  the  present  situation  with  respect 
to  such  elements  as  structural  condition,  curvature, 
grade,    width,    sight    distance,    traffic  volume  and 


Montana's  Primary  Highways  have  been  well  select- 
and  they  reach  all  rural  areas  at  reasonable  inter- 


The  common  faults  of  highways  sufficiency 
ratings  below  51  percent  arej  narrow.  roadways^ 
poor  drainage^  poor  surface  conditions  and  in- 
sufficient sight  distances. 
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accident  record.      Point  values  assigned  to  these  pertinent  elements  will    add  to  a  total  of    100  points 
for  sections  that  conform  to  standards  of  a  highway  which  is  judged  to  be  adequate,    efficient,  and  safe. 
In  other  words  the  sufficiency  rating  is  a  measure  of  the  adequacy  of  a  given  section  of  highway  compared 
to  an  accepted  standard.    It  also  reflects  the  priority  of  improvements  needed. 

Sections  of  highway  that  rate  below  51  points  are  found  to  have  numerous  features  which  will  only  re- 
sult in  less  than  reasonably  adequate  service  and  these  sections  merit  expedient  improvement. 


Sections  rating  less  than 
placement. 


MODERN  WELL  DESIGNED  HIGHWAYS  SAVE  LIVES. 
TIME.    AND  MONEY. 


41  points    must  be  considered    totally  inadequate  and  in  grave  need  of  re- 


Standards 

Design  Standards  are  the  engineering  yard- 
stick used  to  determine  the  kind  and  extent  of 
improvement  required  for  safe  and  economical 
travel  under  varying  conditions  of  terrain  and 
traffic  service. 

The  design  standards  adopted  for  Primary 
Highways  in  Montana  are  based  upon  nationally 
accepted  standards,  developed  by  the  American 
Association  of  State  Highway  Officials,  the 
U,  S.  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  neighboring 
state  highway  departments.  Montana  State  High- 
way Commission  Standard  Sheet  No.  portrays 
the  standards  used  for  the  rural  sections  in 
this  study. 

Needed  Improvements  and  Cost  EstimatiniJ  (Rural) 

In  determining  the  nature  of  the  improve- 
ment to  be  estimated,  maximum  consideration 
was  given  to  continuing  use  of  existing  facil- 
ities when  they  reasonably  conform  to  present 
standards.  The  proposed  improvements  are 
either  new  construction  or  upgradine  existing 
facilities. 
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New  construction  applies  to  sections  meriting  relocation,  considerable  ijnprovement  in  location  or 
substantial  rebuilding  on  existing  location.  Cost  estimates  are  based  on  average  ainounts  per  mile  for 
various  terrain  classes,  types  of  culture,  types  of  soil,  and  scope  of  drainage.  These  amounts  were  es- 
tablished from  analysis  of  actual  cost  of  these  basic  features  for  the  last  five  years.  Classifications, 
types,  etc.  considered  to  apply  to  each  section  were  determined  by  the  district  engineers  according  to 
field  review  of  the  routes  in  their  district. 

Upgrading  existing  facilities  pertains  to  in^^rovements  needed  to  insure  that  reasonably  adequate 
service  is  provided  throughout  the  next  20  years  for  sections  which  do  not  require  new  construction. 
These  improvements  range  from  minor  widening  to  extensive  widening  and  from  surface  overlays  to  new  base 
and  surface.  Costs  are  estimated  on  the  basis  of  various  percentages  of  the  costs  per  mile  established 
for  new  construction. 


Cost  estimates  for  structures  were  provided  by 
the  Bridge  Division  of  the  Montana  State  Highway 
Commission. 

Costs  were  also  included  for  such  incidental 
items  as  traffic  control ,beautification,  rest  areas 
and  at-grade  railroad  crossing  protection. 

All  costs  except  utilities  and  rights-of-way 
were  increased  ten  percent  for  engineering. 

Maintenance  and  Administration  needs  were  not 
evaluated  in  this  study. 

Urban  Needs 

Urban  needs  pertain  to  sections  of  priinary 
highway  within  designated  urban  liinits  for  all  in-i 
corporated  towns  and  cities.  Ratings  and  proposed 
improvements  for  urban  sections  necessarily  involve 
solutions  particularily  suited  to  each  situation 
because  the  nature  of  city  traffic  is  different  and 
more  variable  than  rural  traffic.  Adequate  service 
on  municipal  streets  is  often  provided  through  ap- 
plication of  traffic  engineering  techniques  such  as 
signalization,  removal  of  parking  or  restriction  of 
parking    rather    than    extensive  new  construction. 


Traffic  service  at  this  busy  junction  was  greatly 
improved  by  elimination  of  marking.  resurfacing, 
median  divider  ano  special  signalization. 
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Also    grid-type  street  development  in  cities    permits  use  of  parallel  streets    as  one-way  couplets , thus 
avoiding  expensive  widening. 

The  principal  ijnprovements  estimated  for  urban  sections  are    paving,  draining,  and  curb  and  gutters. 

Costs  for  urban  improvements  are  estimated  on  the  basis  of  square  yard  for  base  and  paving,  lineal 
foot  for  curb  and  gutter,  and  lineal  foot  or  lump  sum  for  storm  sewer.  The  unit  costs  used  are  averages 
of  actual  costs  for  such  work  during  the  last  five  years. 

FUTURE  NEEn^  TN  REVIEW. 

The  estimated  total  cost  of  improvements 
needed  on  the  Primary  Highway  System  during  the 
next  20  years  is  a66  million  dollars. 

Forty-three  million  dollars  are  needed  now 
to  remedy  existing  intolerable  conditions.  If 
this  need  was  eliminated  in  one  year  (1967) 
then,  one  hundred  fourteen  million  dollars  will 
be  needed  in  the  four  year  period  (1968-1971) 
for  improvement  of  sections  that  are  only 
slightly  better  than  the  intolerable  sections. 
One-hundred  thirty- three  million  dollars  are 
needed  in  the  second  five  year  period  (1972- 
1976)  for  sections  now  providing  only  fair  ser- 
vice. One-hundred  seventy-six  million  dollars 
are  needed  for  the  10  year  period  (1977-1986) 
to  ijnprove  sections  that  will  provide  adequate 
service  for  the  next  10  to  20  years. 

The  pertinent  results  of  the  study  are 
contained  in  the  summary  tabulations  and  the 
route  map  section-by-section  estimates  present- 
ed at  the  close  of  this  review. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  amount  needed 
over  the  next  20  years  is  50  percent  greater 
than  would  be  provided  by  continuing  the  cur- 
rent annual  program  of  approximately  16  mil- 
lion dollars    for  construction    on  the  primary 


Time 


Primary  System  needs  as  compared  to  extending 
CURRENT  Primary  Highway  Program. 
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system  during  that  same  period  of  time. 


There  is  a  large  variation  in  the  annual  needs  for  Financial  Districts  1,  7,  and  8,  Furthermore, 
over  60  percent  of  the  needs  for  the  first  five  year  period  are  located  in  this  mountainous  western  region 
of  the  State. 

It  should  also  be  observed  that  56  percent  of  the  urban  needs  are  for  inadequate  sections  meriting 
attention  within  the  first  five  year  time  period. 

All  of  the  pertinent  and  interesting    features  which  might  be  established  through  various  analyses  of 
the  data  associated  with  this  study    would  be  impractical  to  attempt  to  present  in  this  report.  However, 
the  factual  data  developed  in  this  study    should  provide  a  valuable  foundation    upon  which  to  base  future 
considerations  concerning  finance,  fund  distribution,  and  construction  programs,    so  that  the  benefits  ofa 
modem  Primary  Highway  System  can  be  provided  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 
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(in  thousands  of  dollorsl  Sheet _3^of_4Sheets 


RURAL 

URE 

3AN 

RURAL 

a  URBAN 

ROUTE 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

STRUCTURES 

ROW 

UTILITIES 

l(J  1  AL 
RURAL 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

STRUCTURES 

ROW 

UTILITIES 

TOTAL 
URBAN 

TOTAL 

iLl  1  1    c  c 

MILta 

TOTAL 

OmUU  nj  1 

81.9 

t 

7.  197 

t 

1,  175 

S 

276 

% 

64 

S 

8,712 

1.2 

S 

124 

S 

8 

45 

12 

t 

181 

83.1 

s 

8,893 

46 

76.0 

1,  256 

316 

19 

7 

1,598 

76.0 

1,598 

<.? 

6.0 

584 

12 

6 

602 

6.0 

602 

-ve 

29.0 

1,96  3 

61 

143 

58 

2,225 

.7 

100 

35 

10 

145 

29.7 

2  *  370 

26.9 

1,460 

52 

93 

10 

1,615 

.7 

15 

10 

3 

28 

27.6 

1,643 

50 

86.2 

2,670 

267 

176 

44 

3,157 

2.5 

156 

156 

6B.7 

3,  313 

51 

70.7 

1,655 

1  ,655 

.3 

5 

5 

71.0 

1  ,660 

52 

45.5 

7,242 

276 

1,554 

130 

9,202 

45.5 

9,202 

53 

36.2 

4,  179 

59 

131 

14 

4,383 

7.5 

515 

450 

311 

160 

1,436 

45.7 

5,819 

54 

29,4 

2.  194 

41 

9 

2,244 

29.4 

2,  244 

TOTALS 

4673.6 

*  374,  297 

•  34,823 

*ia,251 

*6,027 

*433,39a 

187.7 

•l6,997 

•  6,765 

"4,648 

• 

•1,994 

' 32, 404 

4861 . 3 

" 465 , 802 

9 


NEEDS    BY    FINANCIAL    DISTRICT                                              TABLE  H 
(in  thousands   of  dollors)                                                  Sheet  1 

RURAL 

URBAN 

RURAL 

a  URBAN 

Fl  N 
OlST 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

STRUCTURES 

ROW 

UTILITIES 

TOTAL 
RURAL 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

STRUCTURES 

R.OW 

UTILITIES 

TOTAL 
URBAN 

TOTAL 
MILES 

TOTAL 
AMOUNT 

I 

'tQ9.i 

S 

46. 526 

S 

4,466 

t 

3,  593 

t 

594 

t 

55,181 

17.4 

S 

1,374 

t 

93 

S 

400 

8 

116 

1,983 

506.7 

• 
* 

57,  164 

2 

347,1 

28,697 

1,785 

1,208 

622 

32, 312 

7.3 

1,559 

239 

254 

42 

2.094 

354.4 

34,406 

3 

<.8<K.5 

31, 329 

5,277 

1,076 

936 

36,620 

14.3 

I.  179 

1,350 

241 

66 

2.836 

498.8 

41,456 

371.5 

24,794 

1*328 

857 

465 

27,444 

9.1 

565 

54 

26 

645 

360.6 

26,069 

5 

351.6 

24,974 

2,623 

916 

196 

26,713 

4.2 

222 

37 

25 

284 

355.8 

28,997 

6 

362. <. 

31,038 

3,960 

1.174 

416 

36.590 

32.0 

4,  307 

3,050 

1,474 

439 

9,270 

394.4 

45, 860 

7 

2'V^  .0 

22. 323 

2,  288 

846 

172 

25,629 

17.8 

996 

475 

275 

81 

1,827 

266.8 

27,456 

8 

49. 688 

4,  549 

3.117 

1,  180 

58,534 

14.0 

1,876 

360 

792 

453 

3,501 

463.4 

62,035 

9 

287-7 

17,446 

1,346 

1.003 

153 

19,948 

17.2 

1,319 

100 

307 

107 

1,633 

304.9 

21,761 

10 

^.27. 4 

24,495 

3,219 

lt267 

238 

29,219 

16.6 

927 

211 

78 

1,216 

444.0 

30,435 

It 

371.2 

35,405 

2.531 

2.050 

566 

40,554 

26.8 

1,648 

2,450 

512 

278 

4,686 

398.0 

45,442 

12 

482.5 

37,  '^80 

1,451 

1.142 

461 

40,654 

11.0 

1,025 

626 

91 

283 

2,027 

493.  5 

42.681 

TOTALS 

£.673.6 

S 

374,297 

S 

34,823 

% 

18.251 

S 

6,027 

S 

433,398 

167.7 

1 

16,997 

S 

8,765 

S 

4,646 

$ 

1,994 

t 

32,404 

4861.3 

I 

465,802 

10 


NEEDS    BY    PRIORITY     TIME   PERIODS  ACCORDING 

in  thousands  of  dollars 

TO  FINANCIAL 

DISTRICTS        TABLE  HI 

Sheet    lof  4Sheels 

RURAL 

URBAN 

RURAL 

a  URBAN 

PERIOD 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

STRUCTUkG 

ROW 

UTILITIES 

TOTAL 
RURAL 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

STRUCTURES 

ROW 

UTILITIES 

TOTAL 
URBAN 

TOTAL 
MILES 

TOTAL 
AMOUNT 

NOW 

(  3  .  D 

i 

V  »  £  3: 

t 

1  ,  Uo^i 

t 

1,  135 

s 

221 

1 

11,660 

1.2 

t 

291 

S 

$ 

85 

S 

35 

i 

'•ii 

74.8 

S 

12.071 

1-5 

125.6 

I  7. 98( 

1,578 

197 

21,416 

.7 

76 

10 

5 

91 

126.3 

21,507 

6-10 

57.5 

a,  46? 

162 

525 

74 

9,226 

2.0 

569 

93 

126 

20 

808 

59.5 

10, 034 

ft 

10 T  84E 

1 1  57't 

355 

102 

12,879 

13.5 

438 

179 

56 

673 

246.  1 

13,552 

FINANCIAL 

DISTRICT   NO  1 

NOW 

r  •  2 

1 

43 

1,048 

7.2 

1,04B 

1-5 

69*  I 

O     <^  Q  1 

•  y  O  I 

311 

66 

10,702 

1.9 

245 

200 

60 

IB 

523 

71.0 

11,225 

6-10 

90  •  2 

9i  2  I  ? 

343 

206 

10,055 

1.0 

210 

20 

4 

234 

91.2 

10,289 

I  I  £\- 

LOW  m  O 

8  t  75? 

891 

511 

350 

10,507 

4.4 

1,104 

39 

174 

20 

1,337 

185.0 

11,844 

FINANCIAL 

DISTRICT  NO 

2 

NOW 

13.3 

U523 

222 

133 

47 

1,925 

.4 

72 

2 

74 

13.7 

1.999 

1-5 

45.5 

5)037 

1.559 

191 

203 

6,990 

2.3 

395 

127 

30 

552 

47.8 

7,542 

6-10 

97.7 

10,46'i 

1,280 

3BB 

335 

12,467 

L.2 

255 

900 

24 

9 

1.  188 

98.9 

13,655 

11-2C 

328.0 

14, 30= 

2,216 

364 

353 

17,238 

10.4 

457 

450 

90 

25 

1,022 

338.4 

16.260 

FINANCIAL 

DISTRICT  NO 

3 

1 1 


NEEDS    BY    PRIORITY    TIME   PERIODS    ACCORDING    TO   FINANCIAL   DISTRICTS       TABLE  HI 

in  thousands  of  dollars  Sheet_2_of_4_Sheets 

RURAL 

URBAN 

RURAL 

S  URBAN 

PERIOD 

MILES 

ROaOWftY 

structure; 

ROW 

utilities 

TOTAL 
RURAL 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

STRUCTURES 

ROW 

UTILITIES 

TOTAL 
URBAN 

TOTAL 
MILES 

TOTAL 
AMOUNT 

NOM 

I'*. I 

i 

1,  888 

i 

70 

i 

127 

i 

39 

1 

2,  124 

.2 

t 

57 

S 

> 

5 

t 

2 

S 

64 

14.3 

S 

2, 188 

1-5 

33.9 

3,964 

134 

314 

44 

4,356 

.9 

156 

27 

12 

195 

34.8 

4,551 

6-10 

76.5 

9,  142 

625 

281 

365 

10,413 

1.4 

135 

7 

2 

144 

77.9 

10,557 

11-20 

247.0 

9f  900 

499 

L35 

17 

10,551 

6.6 

217 

15 

10 

242 

253.6 

10,793 

FINANCIAL 

DISTRICT    NO  4 

NOW 

3.7 

439 

43 

32 

LI 

525 

3.7 

525 

1-5 

5.6 

571 

295 

22 

1 

889 

5.6 

889 

6-10 

68.1 

7,  666 

425 

273 

67 

8,451 

68.  1 

8.431 

11-20 

27'.. 2 

I6i 298 

1  ■  860 

591 

119 

18,868 

4.2 

222 

37 

25 

284 

278.4 

19, 152 

FINANCIAL 

DISTRICT  NO  5 

NOW 

11.6 

1.616 

192 

148 

57 

2,013 

2.9 

681 

158 

26 

865 

14.5 

2,878 

1-5 

103.9 

1 1,970 

2.018 

460 

146 

14,594 

15.9 

2,520 

3,050 

979 

318 

6,867 

119.8 

21.461 

6-10 

103.4 

9,  784 

941 

364 

135 

11,224 

2.7 

403 

75 

40 

518 

106.1 

11,742 

11-20 

U3.5 

7,666 

809 

202 

80 

8,759 

10.5 

703 

262 

55 

1,020 

154.0 

9,779 

FINANCIAL    DISTRICT  NO  6 

12 


NEEDS    BY    PRIORITY    TIME   PERIODS  ACCORDING 

in  thousands  of  dollars 

TO  FINANCIAL 

DISTRICTS        TABLE  HI 

Sheet  3  of  4Sheets 

RURAL 

URBAN 

RURAL 

a  URBAN 

PERIOD 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

structure; 

ROW 

UTILITIES 

TOTAL 
RURAL 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

[TTDl  I^Tl  iDrc 

n  \j  vw 

^1   1^1  1  1  C  J 

TOTAL 
URBAN 

TOTAL 
MILES 

TOTAL 
AMOUMT 

NOW 

13.0 

s 

'i,750 

t 

i 

153 

i 

35 

t 

5,452 

2.1 

i 

207 

8 

9 

45 

t 

15 

S 

267 

15.  1 

s 

5.719 

1-5 

597 

47 

7 

651 

2.9 

268 

375 

160 

42 

845 

8.3 

1,496 

6-10 

59.5 

6,916 

169 

302 

50 

7,439 

4.2 

431 

iOO 

50 

13 

594 

53.7 

6,033 

U-20 

171.1 

1,605 

344 

80 

12,087 

8.6 

90 

20 

1 1 

121 

179.7 

12,208 

FINANCIAL 

DISTRICT  NO 

7 

NOM 

30.2 

5,562 

'.IB 

604 

160 

6,744 

4.1 

1,081 

180 

610 

346 

2,219 

34.3 

8,963 

1-5 

105.2 

l"*,  187 

2,  854 

1,024 

509 

18,574 

2.5 

2B1 

200 

107 

62 

550 

107.7 

19,224 

6-10 

116.8 

lb, 306 

682 

722 

242 

17,952 

1.3 

138 

30 

25 

193 

118.  I 

18,145 

U-20 

197.2 

13*633 

595 

767 

269 

15,264 

6.1 

376 

45 

IB 

439 

203.3 

15,703 

FINANCIAL 

DISTRICT  NO  8 

NOW 

HOT 

239 

45 

8 

TBI 

1.4 

258 

15 

273 

5.9 

1,054 

1-5 

25.6 

2,500 

296 

156 

23 

2,975 

4.6 

620 

100 

183 

39 

942 

30.2 

3,917 

6-10 

72.3 

6.  629 

477 

344 

60 

7,710 

1.4 

122 

20 

13 

155 

73.7 

7.665 

11-20 

185.3 

7(628 

334 

458 

62 

8,482 

9.8 

319 

104 

40 

463 

195.1 

6,945 

FINANCIAL 

DISTRICT  NO 

9 
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NEEDS    BY    PRIORITY    TIME   PERIODS    ACCORDING    TO    FINANCIAL   DISTRICTS        TABLE  SL 

in  thousonds  of  doMors  Sheet_4_of_l_Sheets 

RURAL 

URBAN 

RURAL 

a  URBAN 

PERIOD 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

structure; 

ROW 

UTILITIES 

TOTAL 
RURAL 

MILES 

ROADWAY 

STRUCTURES 

ROW 

UTILITIES 

TOTAL 
URBAN 

TOTAL 
MILES 

TOTAL 
AMOUNT 

NOH 

12.2 

S 

I.  353 

1 

540 

S 

74 

8 

38 

1 

2.005 

.7 

% 

127 

S 

> 

70 

S 

30 

i 

227 

12.9 

S 

2,232 

1-5 

29. 

2,  76'. 

761 

115 

20 

3  .660 

.5 

62 

19 

5 

86 

29.9 

3,746 

6-10 

60.3 

5,  332 

512 

295 

36 

6,177 

.6 

60 

15 

12 

87 

60.9 

6.264 

11-20 

325.5 

15, 046 

1,406 

783 

V42 

17,377 

14.8 

678 

107 

31 

816 

340.3 

18,193 

FINANCIAL 

DISTRICT   NO  10 

NOH 

17.3 

2,  313 

882 

252 

106 

3,553 

17.  3 

3.553 

1-5 

89.0 

11.077 

543 

478 

122 

12,220 

4.2 

753 

450 

362 

176 

I,  741 

93.2 

13.961 

6-LO 

98.  7 

11. 36  3 

806 

737 

173 

13,079 

3.8 

521 

2tOOO 

87 

75 

2.683 

102.5 

15,762 

11-20 

166.2 

10,652 

300 

583 

167 

11,702 

18.8 

374 

63 

27 

464 

185.0 

12.  166 

FINANCIAL 

DISTRICT  NO    1  1 

NOM 

10.8 

725 

725 

10.8 

725 

1-5 

29.8 

2.928 

105 

112 

38 

3.183 

4.4 

554 

628 

46 

264 

1,492 

34.2 

4,675 

6-10 

91.5 

10,539 

520 

422 

165 

11,646 

1.5 

199 

44 

IS 

261 

93.0 

11,907 

11-20 

350.*. 

23, 388 

826 

608 

278 

25, 100 

5.1 

272 

I 

1 

274 

355.5 

25,374 

FINANCIAL    DISTRICT   NO  12 
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SUMMARY  OF  FINANCIAL  DISTRICT  NEEDS  BY  TIME  PERIODS 


TABLE  IV 

RURAL  &  URBAN  COMBINED 

TABLE  V 

URBAN  ONLY 

Fin.  Dist. 

Now 

1-5  yrs 

(In  thousands  c 
6-10  yrs      11-20  yrs 

)f  dollars) 
Fin.Dist, 

Now 

1-5  yrs 

6-10  yrs 

11-20  jrrs 

1 

$12,071 

$  21,507 

$  10.034 

$  13,552 

1 

$  411 

$  91 

$  808 

$  673 

2 

1,048 

11,225 

10,289 

11,844 

2 

523 

234 

1,337 

3 

1,999 

7,542 

13,655 

18,260 

3 

74 

552 

1,188 

1,022 

2,188 

4,551 

10,557 

10,793 

4 

64 

195 

144 

242 

5 

525 

889 

8,431 

19,152 

5 

284 

6 

2,878 

21,461 

11,742 

9,779 

6 

865 

6,867 

518 

1,020 

7 

5,719 

1,496 

8,033 

12,208 

7 

267 

845 

594 

121 

8 

0,90^ 

18,145 

15,703 

8 

2,219 

650 

193 

439 

9 

1,054 

3,917 

7,865 

8,945 

9 

942 

155 

10 

2,232 

3.746 

6,264 

18,193 

10 

227 

86 

87 

816 

11 

3,553 

13,961 

15,762 

12,166 

11 

1,741 

2,683 

464 

12 

725 

4,675 

11,907 

25,374 

12 

1,492 

261 

274 

TOTALS 

$42,955 

$114,194 

$132,684 

$175,969 

TOTALS 

$4,400 

$13,984 

$6,865 

$7,155 
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NEEDS    BY    ROUTE    ACCORDING    TO   CONDITION                                TABLE  "21 

(in  thousands  of  dollar)  Sheet_!_of_iSheets 

RURAL 

URE 

iAN 

BAD 

POOR 

FAIR 

GOOD 

SAD 

PO 

OR 

FA 

IR 

60 

DO 

ROUTE 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

1 

51.8 

a,  342 

130.3 

IS, 861 

103.8 

13,177 

372.3 

21.977 

.6 

1 

149 

2.0 

1 

584 

3.0 

t 

1,042 

14.6 

S 

1  ,614 

2 

2.6 

785 

5.2 

832 

52.0 

5,916 

159.4 

6.021 

3.1 

1.234 

6.1 

1,992 

.2 

30 

23.2 

806 

3 

11.4 

1,785 

56.1 

8.172 

54.9 

6,576 

50.4 

It  189 

2.6 

446 

9.1 

4,636 

6.3 

961 

3.2 

116 

9.2 

2.  L64 

7.9 

1,207 

5.6 

987 

30.5 

1,885 

.5 

139 

.4 

72 

5 

20.0 

2,922 

33.4 

5,473 

15.5 

2.  126 

109.2 

4,601 

8.7 

673 

6 

2,7 

512 

35.2 

6,875 

22,5 

4,004 

54.  1 

7.508 

.6 

37 

1.1 

170 

7 

13.1 

2.  388 

18.8 

3.128 

25.0 

5.265 

31.0 

1,123 

2.5 

1,  375 

2.3 

639 

.7 

156 

1.7 

269 

8 

17.2 

7,  335 

21.4 

2,878 

7.3 

1,005 

54.2 

3,878 

1.0 

116 

1.2 

275 

6.0 

62 

9 

21.7 

2.504 

42.3 

2,894 

.7 

180 

10 

15.6 

3,075 

52.0 

5,369 

39.2 

696 

3.3 

1*  150 

.6 

151 

.3 

IL 

9.3 

1,  333 

32.4 

3.876 

32.9 

3,071 

130.4 

8,716 

5.0 

828 

.5 

71 

7.1 

634 

12 

1.4 

178 

8.4 

177 

13 

1  c 
A  .  ^ 

406 

9.7 

978 

37.5 

3,687 

34.6 

2,784 

.7 

127 

14 

1.0 

151 

15.6 

2.443 

69.0 

9,723 

167.2 

13,386 

.4 

79 

f.  (\ 

D  .  U 

252 

15 

2.6 

310 

41.9 

5,785 

43.0 

5,549 

231.6 

20,351 

.5 

58 

5.8 

212 

16 

1.8 

560 

39.8 

5,  133 

7.1 

810 

150.6 

6,769 

1.3 

2,266 

1.3 

234 

17 

8.3 

.4 

la 

39.4 

4.426 

42.8 

648 

1.0 

19 

14.2 

1,930 

6.5 

1,435 

37.5 

3,210 

5.2 

263 

20 

11.4 

1.753 

21.0 

2,821 

27.5 

514 

.2 

64 

.6 

153 

1.2 

136 

2.2 

55 
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NEEDS    BY    ROUTE    ACCORDING    TO   CONDITION  TABLE  "21 

(in  thousands  of  dollar)  Sheet  2  of  3  Sheets 


RURAL 

URE 

JAN 

BAD 

POOR 

FAIR 

GOOD 

BAD 

PO 

OR 

FAIR 

GO 

3D 

ROUTE 

MILES 

AMI 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

21 

1.1 

s 

128 

t 

a. 5 

S 

15 

t 

.7 

S 

275 

t 

1  

• 

22 

.9 

171 

22.7 

3.223 

44.8 

6.087 

52.9 

3.847 

.8 

114 

3.7 

130 

23 

10.8 

725 

4.2 

564 

32.4 

4.012 

89.9 

6,446 

I.  1 

197 

.5 

44 

24 

6.2 

l»325 

20.0 

4,532 

33.9 

4,000 

100.7 

6.115 

25 

2,7 

371 

7.7 

1,946 

41.8 

5.753 

.6 

998 

26 

6,7 

669 

.8 

109 

27 

5.5 

680 

72.0 

4.633 

.8 

187 

1.7 

152 

28 

5.3 

678 

10.6 

1.382 

4.5 

602 

18.7 

2.480 

2.6 

359 

29 

12. 1 

1,467 

21.9 

2,454 

27.8 

2,988 

.2 

21 

3.7 

155 

30 

12.9 

1,287 

10.5 

1,063 

.8 

198 

32 

7.4 

720 

30.4 

3.633 

27.1 

2,438 

.9 

54 

33 

3.7 

441 

59.6 

326 



.7 

91 

35 

32.7 

3,  733 

21.7 

564 

36 

1.7 

182 

23.8 

3,295 

22.9 

1  ,690 

.2 

11 

37 

38.7 

5,022 

65.0 

5,868 

38 

1.9 

513 

6.3 

1.288 

1,0 

336 

2.0 

680 

*l 

2,3 

1,133 

4.2 

149 

42 

2.2 

311 

14.0 

2,099 

59,2 

2,994 

.7 

591 

43 

1.1 

215 

41.0 

2,173 

.6 

72 

17 


NEEDS    BY    ROUTE    ACCORDING    TO   CONDITION  TABLE  "21 

(in  thousands  of  dollar)  Sheet_a_of_3-Sheets 


RURAL 

URE 

iAN 

SAO 

POOR 

FAIR 

GOOD 

BAO 

PO 

OR 

FA 

m 

60 

DO 

ROUTE 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT. 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

MILES 

AMT 

45 

f 

8.6 

S 

1.348 

24.0 

3.072 

49.3 

1 

4,292 

S 

.5 

E 

86 

.1 

1 

16 

.6 

t 

79 

46 

2.8 

540 

73.2 

1,056 

A7 

6.0 

602 

48 

6.1 



788 

22.9 

1.437 

.7 

145 

49 

3.0 

375 

3.8 

5  30 

3.4 

91 

16.7 

619 

.7 

28 

50 

9.1 

331 

77.1 

2,826 

2.5 

156 

51 

70.7 

1,655 

.3 

5 

52 

20.4 

2.947 

17.4 

4,481 

7.7 

1.774 

53 

15.1 

2,055 

5.6 

627 

17.5 

1  ,701 

1.2 

1,303 

1.3 

13> 

5.0 

54 

20.4 

1,787 

9.0 

45T 

TOTALS 

211.5 

t 

38,555 

668.0 

*00.210 

992.5 

125,819 

2801.6 

168,814 

13.0 

t 

4,400 

40.6 

S 

13,964 

21.1 

8 

6.  665 

112.8 

t 

7,155 
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Dr  awn    Nov.  1.  1966 


Last  Revision 


ST^ARD^^SHEET  NO.  31 
State  ^J^hway  Engineer 


State  Highway  Commission 
Helena ,  Montana 


PRIMARY  8.  SECONDARY 
DESIGN  STANDARDS 


MINIMUM    VERTICAL    CURVE  LENGTHS* 


Terrain 

Level 

Rolling 

Mountain 

Design  Speed 

70  mph 

60  mph 

50  mph 

STOPPING 

Stopping  Distance,  ft. 

600 

475 

350 

SIGHT 

Crest  Vertical  Curve 

2.55 

1.60 

0.85 

DISTANCE 

Sag  Vertical  Curve 

1.45 

1.05 

0.75 

PASSING  SIGHT 

Passing  Distance,  ft. 

2300 

2000 

1700 

DISTANCE 

Crest  Vertical  Curve 

16.10 

12.10 

8.70 

*Values  given  are  coefficient  by  which  the  algebraic  difference  in  grade  may  be 
multiplied  to  determine  the  length  in  sta's  of  the  vert,  curve  wh^ch  will  provide 
minimum  sight  distance.    Special  design  where  higher  standards  are^ feasible.  Subject 


Level  Terrain 

Rolling  Terrair 

Mountain  Terrain 

Sper  ial 

Design  Speed 

Design  Speed 

Design  Speed 

Design 

70  mph 

60  mph 

50  mph 

Maximum  Grade 

3^6 

5% 

6% 

Max.  Horiz.  Curve 

3030* 

5000' 

7030* 

12°30' 

of  headquarters. 


ROAD  WIDTHS 


Future 

PRIMARY  &  SECONDARY 

ADT 

MINIMUM  WIDTHS 

*  20  yr. 

Mountainous 

Rolling 

Level 

50  mph 

60  mph 

70  mph 

0-50 

26 

26 

26 

50-250 

28 

28 

28 

250-400 

28 

30 

30 

400-750 

34 

34 

36 

750-2800 

40 

40 

40 

Over  2800 

44 

44 

44 

Primary  &  Secondary  Roads  wl'h  future 
traffic  volumes  of  100  ADT  or  mnro  to  be 
Bit.  Surf.    Low  volume  roads  are  consid- 
ered to  be  those  having  less  thav  100  ADT 
future  traffic  counts. 

*In  some  cases,  traffic  volume  may  be  giveji 
as  design  hourly  volume  (DHV)  in  such 
cases  DHV  X  7  =  ADT 

NOTEi  Refer  to  Std.  Sh..  #20  for  super 

elevations  and  curve  widening. 

See  Std.  Sht.  #30  or  #32  for  Interstate 
standard 
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CONTINUING   NEEDS  STUDY 
FEDERAL  AID    PRIMARY  SYSTEM 
PLANNING    SURVEY  SECTION 
MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION 


SECTION  TABULATION 
WORK  SHEET 


DENTI  FICATION 

I  Control  Seelion  No.  ^32  3 


3  Study  Section  No 


4  F.nonc.ol  n.Of.rt  S  County  No  ^7  6   ^"bon  2  H 


7.  Section  Terminus 
8  Section  Length   


_^£!_£_miles 


EXISTING  CONDITIONS 


9  Ter f om  3 
1 1  No  of  Lanes 
l2Sur(oce^L_ 


Flol  2  Rolling  3  Mountainous   10.  Road  or  Street  Width  _£££_ 


Ft. 


I  Bituminous    2  Concrete    3  Grovel 


13  Structures  Suitable  Williout  Improvement  (No  o1  Each) 
A   Streom  Bridges  2  B  RR   Seporotions _^ — 


14  t9fi4  fl  n  T    O70O    ;5  Procticol  Copacity  -3  iQn        Vehicles  Doily 

le.Yeor    Copacity   Enceeded    IQ  (Only   enter  when  less  Ihon  II  yeors  hence  ) 

1 7  Sufficiency    Rating        J"/  Totol  Combined  Points 

16  Time  Improvement  is  Needed  I  Now    2   )  to  Syeors     3  6  to  10  yeors 

4   After    10  yeors 


PROPOSED    I  MPROVEMENT 

19  Kind  of  Work        I  New  Construction  2  Reconstruction  3.  Resurfoce  4  Speciol 

B-  n         □  □ 

20.  Type  of  Surface__/^i  Plant  Mm  Bitm.    2  Concrete     3  Grovel 

21.  New  Structures -(No  of  Each)  A.  Streom  Bridges__l   B   RR  Seporofions^ 


C  Higfiwoy 

/  4-00 


Seporolions 


22  Design  A  D  T  20  year. 

23  Design  Width  of  Road  or  Street_^f^  24  No  ot  Lones. 

(Uaaioti  to  b«  included) 


ESTIMATED  COST   OF  IMPROVEMEN 


25.  Right  of  Woy 

26  Utilities 

27  Roodwoy  (Clearing, Groding  .Droinage) 
26  Bose  end  Surface 

29  Structures 

30  At  Grode  RR  Crossings 

31  Other  ond  Misc 

32.  Tolol  Cost  of    Seel  ion 
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4^3 


374- 


2'^ 


37 


Note:    10%  for  Eng'r  ond   Contingencies  is  included. 
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o 


thousonds 
ihousonds 
thouscmds 
thousonds 
thousonds 
Ihousonds 
thousonds 
thousands 


CONTINUING   NEEDS  STUDY 
FEDERAL   AID  PRIMARY  SYSTEM 
PLANNING    SURVEY  SECTION 

MONTANA  HIGHWAY  COMMISSION  nnt. 


ESTIMATE  WORK  SHEET  FOR  HIGHWAY  COST 
1  Route  No          2.  Control  Section        o37  3     ^  study  Sectior^  No.  c>JZS 
4  Financiol   District    5.  County  .iZ  

6  Section    Tormifi..^     ^9-/  £  ^<f^  

7.  Section  Length  miles        6. Design  Width  of  Rood  ft 


ITEM 

CLASSIFICATION 

PER 
MILE  COST 

MILES 

COST  EST 

TOTAL 
(thousonrt 

1  Right  of  Woy 

1  r,rn7inr|    1  nnfl 

4  000 

7  nry  r.iltiuntcri 

3  oon 

"1  Ifflgntftrt 

1?  000 

4  1  igtil  r.nmm^rr ml 

?Cl  000 

3  HesioentiQi  

soonn 

o.  Uinef  

2  Uti  lit>es 

? 

3  Enqr  ond  Cont  (+ 10%  of  Item), 

3  Cleonng 

1  1  iqht 

'\  noo 

6f 

2  Moderate  - — | 

10  000 

3  Menuy 

\5  000 

4  Enqr  and  Cont  (+  10%  of  Item), 

4.  Grading 

1  FInt 

15  000 

?  Rnl  hng 

25  000 

3  Uniinfninrms 

100  000 

4  nthPr  Mrf/>u»7 

5  Enq'r  and  Conl(+  lO%  of  Item) 

Tolol  Item  bv  Width  l-ocfor 

5.  Drainage 

1  1  i(]ht  tn  Moflprntp 

7  000 

l?i  000 

3.0fher                     „,  , 

4  Enqr  ond  Cont(+  10%  of  Item) 

lotal  Item  bv  Width  l-aclor 

6-  Bose 

1  PftAf  In  Fnir  <^nil 

32  000 

9  iriT  1  Bcc  thnn 

24  000 

3,Foir  to  Good  Soil 

20  000 

4  A.DT   Less  than  1500  - 

IS  000 

/cZaon 

S  EnqY  ond   ContI+  10%  of  Item] 

Total  Item  bv  Width  Foclor       //:<  X'-^s 

7.  Surfocng 

1  Ptnnt    Mu  Ritiiminn.K 

?5  noo 

Z  Other 

3  Enq'r  ond  Contl+ 10%  of  Item) 

.1  -7^^>  a 

Toto!  Item  by  Width  Factor         / "7  x/-zs 

8.  Miscel  loneous 

Tolol  of  Hems  3  Ihfu  7  by  2  5%                  "       x  025  -- 

9  Other 

1   Trnffir  C.t\r\\tf\\ 

/o 

2.  Beoufificotion  

3  Special  . 

4.Eng"r  ond  Cont(+  10%  of  ItemL 
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ROUTE  MAPS 
NEEDS  ESTIMATE  DATA 
BY  SECTIONS 
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ACCIPM.  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

es6  <i 

LENGTH  (MILES) 

0  3 

FINANCIAL  DIST 

1 

CLASS  (BUftAL-UReAN-FOHESTI 

FB 

NO  OF  LANES 

2 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

42 

SUFFIGENCT  RATING 

90 

DESIGN    ADT   20  TEAH 

2000 

NO.  OF  LANES  S  DESIGN  WIDTH 

TIME  Of  IMPROVEMENT  (YEARS! 

TT-86 

IMPROVEMENT    IDNEW  (2>UP  GRADE  EXIST 

f '  1 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

RIGHT  OF  WAY 

;o 

UTILITIES 

10 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

i« 

DASE    a  SURFACE 

a 

STRUCTURES 

INCIDENTALS  * 

TOTAL    COST  •■ 

icy  ■n«   in  ■    n  ilIL.ait  

\ 


\\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

■'I 

\ 

1^ 

\ 

\  , 

\ 

1 

1  ^ 

\ 

\ 

\' 

\ 

\ 



ACCUM.  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

BO  3 

89  S 

99  3 

113.  7 

119.  ] 

i?i  1 

in  8 

118  1 

138  1 

110  1 

112  s 

lU  u 

IK  e 

Ii7  1 

159  4 

reu  t 

166-1 

ITI.O 

177  .  S 

18"  0 

LENGTH  1MILES1 

1  2 

9.  a 

7.  1 

6-9 

e.o 

1.8 

O.T 

3  6 

10.0 

1.7 

2  1 

10.9 

3  2 

0  s 

I  3 

1-5 

1.9 

6  S 

6  5 

i;  6 

FINANCIAL  DIST. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CLASS  (RURAL-URSAN-FOREST) 

Fn 

n 

R 

tt 

n 

U 

S 

1) 

I! 

FB 

fS 

fH 

f3 

FE 

Fi; 

ffl 

fp 

FB 

NO.  OF  LANES 

2 

2 

2 

; 

4 

4 

2 

2 

Z 

2 

2 

2 

: 

1 

2 

2 

2 

? 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

30 

2G 

Z6 

ze 

30 

80 

SO 

» 

2£ 

ze 

30 

26 

ZS 

32 

;a 

26 

TO 

n 

31 

32 

K 

SUFFICENCY  RATING 

SE 

"6 

il 

01 

9S 

Oi 

2) 

26 

« 

47 

16 

w 

3S 

i2 

69 

SI 

69 

9S 

9S 

9S 

DESIGN    ADT   ZO  YEAR 

|UG0 

1400 

I!M  J 

stxw 

9300 

lOOC 

XOO 

lEOD 

3600 

3E00 

1000 

1000 

IQOO 

1000 

lOOO 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 

NO.  Of  LANES  a  DESIGN  WIDTH 

2**0 

2-ie 

1-11 

2-11 

2-11 

2-11 

2-10 

Z-10 

i-lp 

i-w 

)-4fl 

TIME   OF  IMPROVEMENT  (YEARS) 

ii-eE 

6a-Ti 

6B-7I 

7!-76 

68-71 

IKT 

1367 

1367 

68-71 

1967 

72-76 

77-86 

72-76 

T7-86 

72-76 

77-36 

77-86 

T7-M; 

IMPROVEMENT    (1)  NEW  12)UP  GRADE  EXIST 

( 1 1 

1 1 1 

1 1 1 

1 1 1 

III 

111 

HI 

(II 

H> 

f  1 1 

1 1 1 

1  ^  1 

1 1 1 

in 

(11 


111 

(21 

12) 

1 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  TMOUSANOS 

1 

 i_ 

 1 

RIGHT  OF  WAY 

17 

39 

10 

M 

11 

10 

IT 

10 

iu 

n 

3 

21 

6 

UTILITIES 

10 

7 

7 

1! 

1 

10 

9 

: 

II 

3 

i 

1 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

8o: 

161 

VI7 

311 

181 

HE 

i:s 

ii 

in 

CIS 

S02 

213 

231 

lil 

lOS 

119 

71 

276 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

CIS 

es8 

m 

u»; 

170  1 

a% 

111 

2DZ 

9M 

I3S 

S 

iu: 

2BS 

SI 

131 

W 

S3 

101 

- 

STRUCTURES 

% 

ic 

7i: 

195 

71 

INCIDENTALS  * 

"T 

V 

?9 

IS 

UU 

7 

1! 

5" 

:i 

12 

Z1 

8 

n 

ES 

n 

28 

TOTAL  COST 

i5n 

1212 

i;7() 

m 

II3S 

I2GS 

170 

ipiT 

719 

le 

617 

I>I9 

2SZ 

257 

no 

,o%        !•«'•  It  'vriuDrD 
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ACCUM.  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

6tS.l 

LENGTH  (MILES) 

11,9 

FINANCIAL  OlST 

2 

CLASS    IHUHBL- URBAN- FOREST) 

R 

NO  OF  LANES 

2 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

» 

SUFFICENCY  RATING 

OESI&N    AOT   30  VEAR 

va 

NO.  OF  LANES  ft  DESIGN  WIDTH 

TIME   OF  IMPROVEMENT  (YEARS) 

es-ii 

IMPflOUEMENT    illNE*  (Z)UP  GRADE  EXIST 

111 

esTIUBT^n   NFFni   IN   THOUSANDS  ^^^H 

RIGHT   OF  WAY 

3B 

UTILITIES 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

1715 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

573 

STRUCTURES 

no 

INCIDENTALS  " 

TOTAL    COST  •" 

3E2I 

1           ifX  rj.  ..i.   .1  i.auoi:                                 ^  ^LJ 

\  ^ 

1  i 

ACCUM.  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

i9e.E 

203  0 

208  9 

219  3 

221  S 

222.6 

227.6 

228.7 

25)  B 

232  0 

239  1 

21S  1 

21S  9 

;so  3 

2S1.0 

2S3  6 

IS"  6 

7E2  1 

7 

276.3 

277  9 

278.8 

290." 

298-1 

LENGTH  (MILES) 

6  w 

S  S 

10.  <t 

J.J 

0,1 

'1.6 

1  1 

:  I 

1.2 

T,  1 

6,3 

O.S 

S.O 

2. 1 

0.6 

1.0 

7,i 

7,6 

7, 1 

I.I 

0  9 

II  6 

6.0 

7.1 

FINANCIAL  OlST 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

; 

2 

2 

2 

!  I  ! 

2 

2 

2 

1 

I 

1 

! 

2 

2 

2 

: 

2 

CLASS    (RURAL- URBAN- FOREST) 

FC 

FD 

R 

e 

D 

•k 

D 

a 

P 

R 

E 

R 

R 

If 

a 

u 

R 

9 

R 

■> 

U 

F! 

a 

R 

NO.  OF  LANES 

7 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

2 

I 

2 

I 

2 

1 

I 

2 

2 

2 

EXISTING  HOAOWAY  WIDTH 

IS 

W 

3J 

12 

?> 

3! 

21 

30 

21 

32 

21 

n 

11 

10 

10 

32 

32 

76 

12 

12 

12 

32 

SUFFICENCY  RATING 

iB 

18 

S2 

HI 

SO 

69 

S2 

68 

SI 

17 

90 

19 

61 

as 

9S 

S8 

93 

80 

s; 

83 

76 

DESIGN   ADT   ZO  TEAR 

two 

|<J00 

1100 

leoo 

3200 

IBOO 

1800 

1EO0 

leoo 

lEOO 

1600 

IGOO 

teoo 

woo 

lOM 

6000 

3000 

2000 

2000 

1000 

6000 

1600 

1600 

1(00 

NO.  OF  LANES  &  DESIGN  WIDTH 

2-110 

2-10 

2-W 

I-MO 

2-10 

J -SO 

2-110 

2-10 

2-10 

MO 

2.U0 

2-10 

J -in 

l-uu 

2-1(11 

2-VO 

2-*0 

1-76 

3 -11 

!-»0 

:-"0 

:-io 

TIME   OF  IMPROVEMENT  (YEARS) 

n-B6 

77-86 

66-71 

68-71 

7:-76 

n-K 

72-7C 

T7-6C 

t;-76 

68-JI 

77-86 

ea-71 

1967 

Tl-9£ 

TT-M 

77-86 

77-86 

IMPROVEMENT    IIINEW  121UP  GRADE  EXIST 

III 

111 

III 

111 

121 

111 

121 

( 1 1 

1 1 1 

ni 

1 1 1 

ni 

IN 

1  ]  1 

(21 

1 1 1 

(21 

121 

121 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

1 

RIGHT   OF  WAY 

|H 

"2 

n 

1 

r> 

a 

S 

26 

:s 

5C 

0 

:d 

 . 

S 

11 

i: 

10 

8 

UTILITIES 

13 

31 

2 

1 

7 

6 

1 

3 

■1 

1 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

■>si 

7G 

S7I 

181 

3 

1 

62 

35 

213 

IW 

IS 

119 

91 

30 

19 

SI 

SI 

3S 

J2 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

3SI 

Iffl 

S7I 

202 

7 

m 

10 

128 

71 

1)37 

338 

30 

308 

129 

8 

102 

IS 

is: 

10 

68 

10" 

172 

65 

STRUCTURES 

68 

2S9 

INCIDENTALS  " 

27 

12 

"i 

1} 

1 

18 

I 

e 

U 

72 

;t 

2 

16 

a 

1 

16 

IS 

16 

1 

127 

;i 

68 

S3 

TOTAL    COST  ■" 

7SS 

235 

I2H2 

12 

SOD 

17 

206 

116 

m 

SO 

Wi 

"96 

9 

21 

139 

276 

II 

167 

188 

285 

1(6 
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^  \  .,  \ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\, 

\ 

\ 

\ 
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ACCliM.  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

MS  T 

«6  T 

320.5 

121.1 

128  1 

131  1 

m  7 

3*6.  S 

W7  0 

3S1  1 

3£2  1 

371  0 

37a  c 

3»j  2 

3811  1 

LENGTH  IMILES] 

1  0 

n.e 

0.9 

7.0 

3  0 

9  3 

S  B 

0  i 

9.0 

e.6 

7.0 

2.2 

:  1 

7  S 

FINANCIAL  DIST. 

2 

s 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

: 

2 

J 

2 

2 

CLASS    (RURAL -URBAN-FOREST) 

e 

R 

U 

c 

S 

t 

U 

e 

P 

a 

G 

'J 

NO,  OF  LaNES 

I 

i 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

I 

2 

2 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

J! 

28 

2H 

2M 

2<i 

12 

12 

J2 

12 

12 

12 

110 

SE 

M 

SUFFICENCY  RATING 

^Z 

S9 

BO 

ID 

HI 

U<J 

92 

38 

S3 

S" 

S3 

TE 

16 

la 

SI 

DESIGN    ADT   20  YEAfl 

leoo 

1600 

ISOO 

lEOO 

ISOO 

ISOO 

ISOO 

laco 

2000 

2000 

2600 

2600 

EMGO 

3C0J 

'1000 

NO  OF  LANES  a  DESIGN  WIDTH 

J-iiO 

1-10 

2-«0 

!-H0 

:-w 

!-uo 

i-»a 

i-tO 

J-W 

2-"0 

I-W 

2-aO 

u-ea 

U-71 

2-^ 

TIME   OF  IMPftOVCMENT  tYEARSi 

7T-fl£ 

77-36 

77-a£ 

63-11 

es-7i 

68-71 

77-86 

T7-86 

77-36 

7:-76 

72- 7G 

77-86 

68-71 

77-36 

7Z-76 

IMPROVEMENT    (II  NEW  12IUP  GRADE  CXIST 

'!i 

1  1 1 

1  ;i 

1  1 1 

Ml 

III 

l!1 

<Z\ 

Ml 

rl) 

(21 

121 

lit 

( 1 1 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

RIGHT   OF  WAY 

ta 

11 

1! 

37 

ID 

!7 

26 

<IU 

IX 

30 

UTILITIES 

3 

1" 

e 

9 

S 

101 

11 

8 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

u 

uie 

QS 

279 

30 

>n 

1 

271    j  250 

■>1 

106 

:i6 

109 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

21 

l(i77 

SS 

%V 

i7u 

il 

s 

71 

)t3     1  511 

:i6 

■TO 

SOO 

STRUCTURES 

19 

90 

6a 

INCIDENTALS  * 

2 

s? 

l<f 

10 

12    1  X 

10 

l> 

29 

11 

12 

1? 

•n 

11 

TOTAL  COST 

27 

1602 

IM 

87a 

m  1  091 

87 

111 

Tor 

9S3 

i9e 

m 

938 

#  4T    QPApt    ■■   E"«l|lll9t.  ll'IfTir  lOTIDh    IIAF'^E   CDfeT*0^    ■  UllC 

la^  taw  ckv't  n  i>eiuO(? 

F&P  ROUTE  NO  t 
SHEET   4  OF  7 


\ 

\ 

\  \ 

V  \ 

\ 

/ 

ACCUM    ROUTE  MILEAGE 

339  B 

to;.  3 

>II2  1 

120  0 

m  3 

127  S 

133  9 

i;Ta  E 

11S.0 

1S11 

ISI  I 

156  3 

16S  3 

1T0.; 

170  9 

193  1 

198  1 

1990 

LENGTH  IMILES] 

I2.S 

o.s 

3-3 

7.9 

i.5 

S,« 

1.7 

6.1 

7.1 

0  s 

3  1 

9  0 

1.9 

0.7 

22.  1 

SO 

0  9 

1.S 

FINANCIAL  DIST. 

I 

I 

I 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

J 

3 

3 

3 

1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

CLASS  (nURAL-UReAN-FOnEST) 

0 

u 

f! 

a 

9 

V 

D 

n 

u 

a 

1) 

u 

R 

R 

'J 

R 

HO.  OF  LANES 

2 

2 

2 

2 

i 

2 

I 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

! 

2 

2 

2 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

^2 

TO 

X 

3! 

11 

30 

30 

?1 

2" 

1U 

26 

12 

10 

10 

10 

10 

28 

K 

SUFFICENCY  BATING 

69 

6i 

8" 

70 

ee 

IS 

69 

ua 

St 

IS 

70 

S" 

61 

f 

9S 

9S 

9i 

6S 

SI 

DESIGN    AOT    ZO  YEAR 

4CO0 

3000 

:too 

2600 

2600 

lEOD 

1600 

1600 

1700 

!D00 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2OO0 

1900 

ISOO 

7000 

2000 

NO  OF  LANES  S  DESIGN  WIDTH 

;-uki 

2 -Ml 

2-uO 

I-W 

2-WI 

2-10 

:-to 

72-76 

2-10 
68-71 

2-11 

t;-b6 

>-U0 

77-e£ 

;.-«o 

77  -ai- 

2-MO 

1-10 
T7-8E 

:-io 

7"' -fit 

2-10 

2-10 
72-76 

TIME    Of  IMPSOVEMENT  (YEARSl 
IMPROVEMENT    fllNEW  121  UP  GRADE  EKIST 

'1-B£ 
[  1  1 

77-K 
121 

77-8E 
1 1 1 

1961 
1 1 1 

77-86 

1 1 1 

e8-7i 

IN 

III 

II) 

i:i 

( 1  1 

1 ;i  III 

*  1 1 

12) 

111 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

t 

1  1 

1- 

I 

1 

BIGHT    Of  WAY 

1'.. 

n 

26 

1  ? 

» 

za  i: 

50 

UTILITIES 

m 

S 

7 

>, 

3 



S 

GRACE    S  DRAINAGE 

123 

62 

I'll 

n 

IIS 

192 

in 

13: 

113 

uu 

31 

10 

160 

S 

u 

7 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

I8S 

uu 

ei9 

m 

329 

39i 

260 

19S 

SEE 

6S 

1J9 

103 

357 

U 

S 

22 

36 

STRUCTURES 

m 

261 

67 

i9 

73 

310 

70 

92 

100 

INCIDENTALS  * 

■49 

10 

19 

29 

9 

n 

H 

17 

2" 

31 

16 

9 

17 

20 

6 

10 

3 

TOTAL    COST •• 

I61B 

1% 

|U« 

9IS 

IGS 

696 

"18 

710 

1187 

163 

2S£ 

:s; 

5S7 

10 

no 

71 

IE 

•        ^f^ltl  HP  <*ein»*l-  <I<J»I'ISHI0*.  '■•'•11  «0»T*Qi  « 
laX  *a«   c*a«  II 
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\  \ 

1 

1 

\ 

\ 

ACCUM.  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

500  i    1  i07  1 

ii"? 

S20  i 

S2S-6 

SJ6.T 

m7 

m7 

Wt.S 

51(2.9 

m  3 

553  7 

55t.2 

555-1 

563? 

LENGTH  (MILES) 

e.e 

7  6 

?  1 

2.1 

8.'l 

1.0 

1.0 

o.e 

!.« 

2  « 

at 

0  5 

0  9 

8  8 

IG  1 

FINANCIAL  GIST. 

3 

3 

3 

1 

1 

3 

3 

1 

3 

1 

J 

J 

3 

3 

1 

3 

CLASS    IRUHAL-UBBAN- FOREST! 

s 

B 

a 

1! 

» 

e 

u 

U 

B 

R 

1! 

U 

p 

r 

NO  OF  LANES 

1 

1 

I 

2 

2 

2 

2 

<i 

u 

2 

2 

2 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

zs 

10 

28 

26 

2E 

26 

28 

28 

91 

8>) 

V, 

w 

32 

12 

12 

12 

SUFFICENCT  RATINO 

eo 

9i 

^0 

ST 

SI 

67 

60 

35 

55 

5: 

07 

97 

87 

37 

DESIGN    AOT   20  YEAR 

20OO 

2000 

iroo 

2M 

2200 

220P 

2200 

GOOO 

3900 

6600 

22CO 

2a» 

:s» 

r200 

2C00 

2000 

NO.  OF  LANES  B  DESIGN  WIDTH 

2-110 

I'MI 

I-UO 

2-uO 

2-W 

2-MO 

TIME   OF  IMPROVEMENT  (YEARS) 

n-as 

n-as 

TI-86 

TT-eS 

T7-S6 

1967 

6B-1I 

T1-B£ 

72*''6 

7T-8C 

77-86 

77-38 

T7-86 

IMPROVEMENT    (1l  NEW  IZ)UP  GRADE  EXIST 

i;i 

ri' 

121 

I  :i 

III 

IM 

i;i 

III 

I2< 

CI 

Ol 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

1  1 

1 

RIGHT   OF  WAT 

ID 

5C 

100 

m 

UTILITIES 

a  ' 

15 

GRADE    B  DRAINAGE 

29 

14 

IS 

17 

91 

55 

252 

1 

u 

33 

71 

BASE    8  SURFACE 

|}S 

12; 

e« 

201 

233 

153 

11 

658 

12 

U 

110 

389 

STRUCTURES 

129 

ISI 

IS2 

ITS 

125 

75 

INCIDENTALS  • 

i: 

II 

(, 

la 

12 

n 

3 

15 

1 

7 

19 

35 

TOTAL  COST 

ioi 

271 

"26 

St7 

1M0 

2M 

1101 

le 

V 

3^2 

195 

■  ■  .on         1-1  '  .1  mn/oio 
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^  

aCCUM    ROUTE  MILEAGE 

IS1  G 

188  .  S 

189.  S 

COI  NCI  OOn  Wl  IW  1  -  90 

TIO  S 

710  0 

226.  M 

227  I 

129  2 

231  S 

f\%  0 

LENGTH  (MILES) 

0.9 

1  1 

1.0 

OS 

0  3 

0  1 

I  1 

3S 

S  u 

FINANCIAL  DI5T 

s 

6 

e 

9 

9 

9 

3 

9 

9 

9 

CLASS    IRURAL-UfiBAM- FOREST] 

U 

It 

') 

y 

U 

U 

R 

R 

FR 

NO.  OF  LANES 

2 

2 

i 

2 

2 

M 

I 

2 

2 

2 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

12 

TO 

5! 

«>( 

60 

£« 

2E 

30 

« 

X 

SUFFICENCY  RATING 

95 

8D 

W 

v> 

SO 

SO 

SO 

6; 

6S 

65 

DESIGN    AOT    20  TEAR 

ZBOQ 

UOOO 

2300  1 

9999 

9999 

9000 

3(00 

1000 

600 

600 

NO.  OF  LANES  a  DESIGN  WIDTH 

J-W 

1-6C 

u.gu 

I-tO 

2--W 

2-3>' 

TIME   OF  IMPROVEMENT  lYEARS) 

72-76 

I9E7 

1967 

68-71 

G8-7I 

77-8E 

TT-86 

77-86 

IMPROVEMENT    (1)  NEW  (£)UP  GRADE  EXIST 

u<  1 

i:i 

CI 

CJ 

121 

1  ;i 

( !l 

i2i 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

1 

 I  i-1 

RIGHT   OF  WAT 

5 

"2 

tos 

UTILITIES 

i 

7 

11 

s 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

II 

2i 

5 

13 

69 

37 

!1 

6S 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

?1 

60 

to 

102 

ns 

108 

S« 

76 

STRUCTURES 

100 

INCIDENTALS  • 

7 

!0 

8 

8 

23 

« 

7 

II 

TOTAL  COST 

y 

110 

V 

23S 

•m 

6E 

IK 
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\  w  \ 

\ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

\ 

ACCUM    ROUTE  MILEAGE 

Z10.M 

m.8 

W9. 1 

!6->.6 

;T6  3 

zai.e 

28e,3 

2SB  <■ 

Ml.  1 

301  7 

302  6 

311  1 

112  0 

320.5 

321,1 

312,3 

LENGTH  <MILE5l 

3,4 

e.3 

1!  7 

S3 

1,7 

2.  1 

1.0 

10  6 

O.D 

8  S 

0  3 

e  s 

0.9 

0.9 

0.7 

FINAMCIAL  DIST. 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

10 

m 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

CLASS  (RURAL-URBAN-FOHESTl 

FR 

B 

n 

I! 

R 

R 

B 

U 

P 

U 

■> 

U 

U 

U 

NO.  OF  LANES 

1 

: 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

! 

2 

2 

I 

1 

1 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

K 

2e 

w 

10 

10 

3M 

2E 

60 

28 

10 

2a 

72 

62 

32 

B 

SUFFICENCY  SATING 

« 

iS 

SE 

S6 

se 

s: 

GO 

SB 

60 

65 

GO 

60 

33 

38 

10 

DESIGN    AOT    20  YEAR 

BOD 

SOD 

-a— 

GOO 

soo 

Sdo 

1200 

1300 

BOO 

)600 

1200 

1000 

1200 

WOO 

9900 

eon 

NO,  OF  LANES  A  DESIGN  WIOTH 

X 

M" 

2-ilO 

J-IW 

;-so 

2-Utl 

2-110 

2-10 

1-J2 

31 

TIME   OF  IMPROVEMENT  ITEABS) 

11-81 

11 -8C 

72-76 

71-B6 

Ti-ac 

n-9f 

1967 

IMPROVEMENT    (DNEW  (ZIUP  GRADE  EXIST 

CI      c  1  '    1  ;i 

I !  1 

(21 

121 

1 1  i 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

1  1 

!  1 

!  I 

RIGHT   OF  WAY 

t 

a 

SI 

E 

70 

UTILITIES 



: 

5 

21 

3 

1? 

IS 

n 

10 

 J  f-  ■ 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

S7 

27 

172 

17 

15 

|U 

67 

170 

31 

71 

"1 

IS 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

se 

SB 

l« 

ISO 

B7 

77 

13 

SS 

"31 

as 

ea 

Ml 

75 

_  u 

STRUCTURES 

IW 

100 

«0 

eo 

ueo 

"0 

 ^ 

INCIDENTALS  * 

1 

IG 

'n 

Id 

9 

t 

B 

12 

11 

n 

7 

TOTAL  COST 

IDS 

l» 

3?9 

567 

IS" 

IB) 

67 

271 

i?n 

IIB 

643 

Gil 

227 

im        ••"  <•''•  I'  'W-uPio 
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ACCUM    ROUTE  MILEAGE 

PS.  9 

W6. ' 

m  5 

m.z 

LENGTH  (MILES) 

1.6 

o.a 

t.i 

!.6 

as 

FINANCIAL  0I5T. 

ID 

ID 

10 

10 

10 

CLASS  IRURAL-URBAN-FOREST) 

5 

'J 

u 

R 

u 

NO  OF  LANES 

1 

! 

; 

I 

2 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

« 

MO 

I" 

sa 

SUFFICENCV  RATING 

es 

60 

!7 

90 

DESIGN   AOT   30  YEAR 

laoo 

2200 

eooo 

1000 

IW 

d 

NO.  OF  LANES  a  OESISN  WIDTH 

J-Ufl 

I-UD 

2-i|t 

z-se 

TIME   OF  IMPROVEMENT  (TEARS) 

77-86 

TJ-eS 

1967 

77-86 

e 

IMPROVEMENT    1I)NEW  ia)UPGRAOE  EXIST 

1  ,'i 

1  :i 

1  !l 

1  ;i 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

RIGHT   OF  WAT 

13 

UTILITIES 

i 

-9- 

-s — 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

10 

9 

as 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

f 

n 

171 

; 

10  » 

STRUCTURES 

uo 

INCIDENTALS  • 

1 

9 

10 

TOTAL    COST •• 

m 

78S 

s 

IS  |8 

■  «  lO'fc  ■!>■            II  i-iLump  ^  
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ACCUM.  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

s'la  1 

hM  9 

U64  7 

1S6  2 

■'78  6 

LENGTH  (MILES) 

OS 

IS 

1  9 

IS 

10  >< 

IS  i 

FINANCIAL  DIST 

II 

II 

11 

11 

1 1 

II 

CLASS    (RURAL- URBAN- FOfieST) 

u 

n 

U 

u 

c 

R 

NO  OF  LANES 

2 

2 

1 

} 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

Si 

30 

eo 

CO 

30 

30 

-  C  - 

SUFFICENCY  HATING 

7D 

Si 

TO 

SO 

80 

7S 

DESIGN    AOT    2"  YEAR 

EOOO 

}»ao 

X 

0900 

aeoo 

600 

eoo 

NO.  OF  LANES  B  DESIGN  WIDTH 

2-W 

:-M0 

2-36 

TIME    OF  IMPROVEMENT  (YEARSl 

T7-St 

TT-8£ 

IMPROVEMENT    <I)NEW  IZ)UP  GRADE  EXIST 

1  ;  J 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

RIGHT   OF  WAY 

i) 

UTILITIES 

b 

z 

5 

s 

-£  - 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

n 

 D» 

IE 

£- 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

179 

6S 

STRUCTURES 

 0  

2 

INCIDENTALS  " 

II 

 a  

10 

1: 

-  g- 

TOTAL    COST ■• 

308 

0 

111 

131 

•        biAfil  01  CHBaiiHtl^      *uTiFH*Tioi«,  >»H'Ne  EDvraQ^  ft 
IQ^           tk»B    11  l*CLUDID 
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'  680.0 

-E9?  fl  I  699  o/ 

ACCUM.  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

£09  e 

6ID.5 

eii.o 

611  •* 

em  6 

ei5  7 

eie.e 

622  9 

631  D 

6MI.2 

6M3.B 

B£l  S 

667  6 

LENOTH  (MILES) 

0  9 

1  <■ 

I  s 

0.1 

1  1 

0  0 

e  1 

a.i 

9  7 

2.6 

17  I 

6.  1 

12.1 

D8 

M.7 

1  i 

i  2 

6  1 

FINANCIAL  DIST. 

1! 

II 

II 

li 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

1! 

11 

n 

12 

CLASS  IRURAL-URflAN-FOHESTl 

U 

u 

u 

B 

R 

n 

R 

B 

R 

C 

« 

U 

B 

u 

a 

B 

NO.  OF  LANES 

2 

I 

I 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

1! 

16 

26 

16 

2e 

12 

2» 

2* 

2M 

7f* 

10 

HO 

11 

10 

30 

m 

30 

•U) 

SUFFICENCt  RATING 

3? 

m 

79 

12 

i? 

S2 

53 

SO 

95 

35 

89 

iS 

H 

9S 

11 

3S 

DESIGN    ADT   20  TE*>) 

WW 

ma 

3000 

HOO 

2200 

2200 

1000 

looq 

ICCO 

IDOO 

900 

900 

1000 

moo 

ISUO 

UOOO 

1300 

1900 

NO.  OF  LANES  »  DESIGN  WIDTH 

Z-IO 

I- 10 

2-MO 

2-'l[J 

l-IO 

2-W) 

2-UO 

2.110 

J-UQ 

2-KO 

2-10 

TIME   OF  IMPROVEMENT  (YEARS) 

TT-Be 

TT-es 

68- Tl 

72-76 

j:-7e 

n-SE 

72-76 

7:-7€ 

72-76 

72- 7E 

V  86 

66-71 

7:- 76 

6811 

IMPROVEMENT    (IINEW  (2IUP  GRADE  EXIST 

11] 

1 1 1 

( 1 1 

1 1 1 

in 

(II 

1 1 1 

1 1 1 

(11 

CI 

1 1 1 

( 1 1 

n  1 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

1 

RIGHT   OF  WAY 

^ 

n 

:i 

79 

10 

N 

j; 

"2 

UTILITIES 

Z2i 

1 

1 

20 

IS 

10 

26 

10 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

u 

H 

SI 

6 

53 

7 

132 

«70 

111 

Vi 

20 

W1 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

II 

119 

IT 

es 

11 

Udu 

65" 

ITU 

use 

60 

9IS 

U08 

STRUCTURES 

m 

"OC 

ISS 

82 

105 

INCIDENTALS  * 

2? 

ii 

12 

"2 

11 

71 

II 

V 

^ 

TOTAL  COST 

IS 

ISO 

1078 

137 

IB 

SOS 

I20S 

710 

75£ 

217 

1611 

ei2 

VI K 
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i  *c 

|\ 

ACCUM    ROUTE  MILEAGE 

m  7 

i:s  3 

no  9 

LENGTH  (MILES) 

0.6 

i.« 

3,3 

FINANCIAL  OlST, 

9 

9 

9 

CLASS    [RURAL- URBAN- FOREST] 

II 

u 

NO.  OF  LANES 

<t 

: 

1 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

-V"  

a 

70 

S£ 

?E 

SUFFICENCY  RATING 

1 

W 

60 

S! 

DESIGN    ADT    ZO  TEAR 

2000fl 

6000 

NO,  OF  LANES  a  DESIGN  WIDTH 

iJ-70 

:-iio 

V.T  ■- 

TIME   OF  IMPROVEMENT  [YEARS! 

es-ii 

"!?-"!£ 

IMPROVEMENT    (H  NEW  laiUP  GRADE  EXIST 

1 2 1 

1  :  1 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  l\  THOUSANDS 

RIGHT  OF  WAY 

kT 

UTILITIES 

— i  

-S  

ir 

10 

ID 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

_tL  

n 

IE 

61 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

lES 

116 

fli 

£ 

STRUCTURES 

w 

ISO 

INCIDENTALS  • 

S 

s 

20 

s 

TOTAL    COST  ■• 

no 

if 

V19 

•  "  t^aei  >■  {■aii»«ai,  erauTif ieATi«<i,  rattnt  ccaraBi.  ■  wiic    * 
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il"l«j<«  CO 


\ 

■\ 

\ 

/ 

ACCUM.  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

"63  ^ 

1 

193.  S 

ISM  6 

I3i  5 

I9S  3 

196  1 

MO  .  3 

ID1.S 

zEi.e 

u&i  8 

MM  1 

2BS.6 

2SE  3 

2S&  9 

209  1 

107  1 

114  9 

317  1 

LENGTH  (MILES) 

0  C 

0  7 

1  1 

0.0 

0  " 

Q.S 

•i.  2 

:  G 

0.1 

11 

1  2 

1  3 

0  7 

2  6 

7  9 

7  t 

ea 

12 

2  1 

FINANCIAL  D1ST. 

7 

7 

1 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

G 

6 

6 

6 

£ 

C 

6 

6 

E 

6 

CL4SS    IRURAL- URBAN- FOREST) 

U 

U 

U 

U 

U 

U 

U 

n 

0 

'J 

'J 

U 

y 

1! 

R 

B 

NO.  OF  LANES 

1 

I 

1 

I 

I 

2 

2 

t 

i 

2 

2 

I 

2 

2 

2 

2 

; 

2 

EXISTING  ROADWAY  WIDTH 

64 

28 

:iG 

12 

110 

31 

18 

U 

u 

26 

70 

30 

60 

10 

32 

30 

71 

2: 

SUFFICENCV  RATING 

BO 

■40 

B9 

ea 

S2 

82 

82 

^1 

38 

GS 

60 

60 

70 

60 

6! 

18 

IS 

78 

DESIGN    AOT  20  YEAR 

!oooa 

6000 

300O 

9000 

3D00 

SOOO 

'IDOD 

"000 

700 

600 

20000 

SOCO 

9000 

WOO 

'IDO 

SOOO 

1600 

lEOO 

leoo 

NO.  OF  LANES  B  DESIGN  WIDTH 

u-S 

!-9V 

2-iW 

2-35 

Z 

1-70 

11-8) 

1-69 

H-80 

2-10 

2-uO 

}.uo 

TIME  OF  IMPROVEMENT  (YEARS) 

I9GT 

T7-BE 

£8-71 

t5G7 

68-71 

7I-7E 

7;- 76 

77-86 

X 

68-71 

68-71 

7i-76 

&8-71 

1367 

'I -76 

77-86 

68-71 

IMPROVEMENT    IllNEW  (S)  UP  GRADE  EXIST 

121 

in 

121 

CI 

li> 

(21 

<2) 

H) 

iji 

(21 

(1) 

(II 

121 

(11 

ESTIMATED  NEEDS  IN  THOUSANDS 

"  o — ' 

RIGHT   OF  WAT 

10 

■M 

10 

10 

SO 

11 

IS 

R 

no 

;s 

;co 

T( 

TV 

:i 

UTILITIES 

£ 

E 

■JO 

6 

6 

n 

8 

S 

2S 

30 

10 

10 

1« 

11 

GRADE    a  DRAINAGE 

21 

IS 

10 

re 

13S 

83 

1 

16 

IS3 

U 

157 

116 

W 

6 

62 

BASE    a  SURFACE 

21 

ea 

11 

\i 

219 

171 

2« 

2E 

IIN 

22 

■>79 

6H2 

es6 

16? 

STRUCTURES 

100 

100 

1W0 

GOO 

133 

93 

'  INCIDENTALS  * 

t" 

1 

; 

1 

17 

ID 

C 

1 

28 

6 

13 

36 

■JO 

S 

TOTAL  COST 

105 

230 

3SP 

303 

57 

1621 

Ills 

113 

im 

I!I7 

268 

•  *  iDX           <■«'■    t>  tacilftflA 
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